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REMARKS 

Cla s j pending in the present appl on v f the following nark 

Assignee respect folly requests allowance- of these claims. 

L Interview Summary 

\N > I kv nk <. M HI, O < "! U <■ s ' VJJ\ ^ 

2007. Present at this interview for foe Assignee were Dr. Amit Sinha, ( hiefTechnolngy Officer 
N VrtVenre v c !,o "ret \kw 1 re Iformgtlus 
nun s j 1 ! ! 'v 1 v » t n *x o v. «. h>, toe I \ arme- 

Assignee also noted numerous distinctions between the cited references and the current claims, 
such as the. dynamic identification of sensor devices. No agreement was reached, 

I , Claims 1-29 are not obvious in view of Rockwell and Bentley 

Claims 1 --29 presently stand rejected under 35 i So (a) - >enre T"«ious over 

Rockwell et. ai. (U.S. Patent Publ. No. 2003/0027550) in view of Bentley (U.S. Patent No. 
>,934„29^ tnhi it < u of references to render a claim re> >k . un dann 

limitation re o •< r u re> reukrerec^ 

a. Claim ! 

t'Ltmi s « o'lv -v.s rere-, re'krerew* I id Berm t , h 00 -s reher 
hoi v. > i !o ( ? ' o i i ! 1 i 1 „ i rel 

neh\ orik sensors in a selected network region," and "selecting for each of the w ireless network 
re Vso in t k. plorahre I v„ re j u h s tv s 1 1 x t 'he sreerecd 

network region." In contrast to claim I, neither Rockwell nor Bentley disclose dynamically 
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identifying wireless sensors in a network region nor do they produce distributed intelligence for 
n s intrusion det.eet.io nplicated by prim nd si dary sensors 

I n Ot kv.it j-s.k iU\ n > v 

situations 5 Probk m c situations d nc disclose virelcs wre I ess senses 

hardware device thai is placed to monitor wireless activity in an area. Problematic situations are 
mcteb, certain g ^ u activrt} on the network ( Vrtuinh r w aid be undet n-vd thai the 
< e c i t 1 s not disclose the dynami <. i >f any hardware 

device, much less wireless sensors. Further, the present claim has nothing to do with identifying 
problematic situations- The present claim is directed to the setup of a wireless monitoring 
system tor a selected network region. 

Moreover, Rockwell discloses that the system is for use on an airplane. As one ordinarily 
skilled in the art would understand, wireless coverage for an airplane would not require more 
thanasinr w el n t a point Phus, even assun go? ; g an acees x>int discloses 
i vh less St. st i scl ses it i ingle recess point Fhus, 

Sidvdui h 0 s v) iiH d L i it ! if 1 i t'Cs- s !N C 1UM 

these noJvfov i <. iv- I ^ , v. i. ^ i t t 

k a nan ^ v ti % nK hi ^ po 1 1 >.i i k> kux 

point ne w s -k o 'o o sh ^ ur „cccoar\ 

Moreme x < i i m t ■> ^ ^ .. s i <. n " a 

the "backup access points" disclosed in Benlley. The secondary access points recited in claim 1 
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tperate c e ' i h t !< ! t . vben those access points treeless tec ; 2condar> tor 
a portion of the selected network region. 

-> < < '! S J > wJT vv< v. < C * vA 

primary access point (redundancy for' the sake of network robustness) More specifically, 
Rentc> is one te 1 < a s 

no viit i \ v i onh >o ^ js , o 1 ractuc kv -.s * ( . v c M <>t 
ix. »ooc-v y<<nr v a' e,sed-^> kiJmLSo d.tiu>l u si 1 s o n -do^ 

d i m ir \ K iv.nis.il nos i v \ v. ' ! tv ru\ be 

fit < t s < s > o \hta collection tot if * ev cct m agesU One o ordinary 

sktll in the art would understand that the terms backup and secondary, as used in tins context, are 
NOT synonymous. 

V s S i v \ <J S i 

references Rockwe lh related to \\ ux sitit tit provides 

wireless ccess to pass s Howevei the primary disclosure of Bentley concerns 

providing eh\ cu irpiane network (and because o the rem) c esse this roaming 

network, fo ctica rposes - n f eeurif st s iposed to l 

wireless netwt - st ution) Ben g n the othe uu entire e to >rovidin 

>ac } s. S v >1 m S| C S .;.Ot L t v. c \ 

cut [Je^cjs > u\. sccirit spect tu the baclu t \ t 
these access points. Moreover, the Office Action has provided no reasonable motivation to 
combine these references Rockv, ell makes no disclosure thai a backs, p network components 



h Docket N 



would even he ue»rabie. Assignee ^ vt k U averts that -ui a combination <s ws n kCt 
by the disci erek ce? themselves 

C n I* )^ «. v. v ^ UU C 1 i s s tl 1 K C ! si O ll ! 

be withdrawn, 

b. Claims 2-23 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited references, claims 2-23 (which 
view i h k ih u t v i on m s v i 1' v. <M,t ons 

i ! I IIP s Udv I !C ! Ul 

immediately highlight the distinctions between these claims, and the cited references. Thus, 
\ s .eee.«.s»vv « ^ » --v claims .we in condition for allowance, 

e. Claim 24 

Claim 24 is not obvious in view of Rockwell and Bentiey. In combination with other 
i r 5 v. "~ _ ' t > dvm mc v,u o i» ,< >ic vss 

ndwejk seiisoj < selected nv.^v l tbreac ofih wireless net work 

^ )so - ( v - , >. !' on >> po? kh\ of see -n t, \ > i >e. \> selected 

f US !k i i S sv ! f \ v (. \ v. )l u to< t 

rom j s ks^^'n ^ \m»s ; th v .w u> k1 \ i o terein the 

re< c vc 1 st i i ! > 5 ed a « it pa from datt \ t c i ! i .1 < >etwo k senso.i 

vsfb i tit s 1 i < k te 0 v 1 tti l-i i* c v. I 1 

ikvaky dkJ<we d\wun:c;dk iJv f m u Uo- sensors n a nctvwrl v 1 < j Co they 
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j luce dist v c eless intrusion proit c c ic as $ 

of primary and secondary sensors and the receipt scan data from the plurality of wireless sensors. 

L'iC.0 w t _t! I w >. ! o i ! t p n ,i 

siUiatfons." Problematic situations do not disclose wireless set . - \ -mx s - \ a 
hardware device that is placed to monitor wireless activity in an area. Problematic situations are 

t <.Kh ^ 4 t x\ s j * n ) u 

dr r on no. 1 1 s t y does no hsclose the d\ c <. , s * iardv; 

ievice, mat t < i < > % ids. i > i 

problematic situations. The present claim is directed to the setup of a wireless monitoring 
ay stem for a selected network region. 

Moreover, Rockwell discloses that the system is for use on an airplane. As one ordinarily 
s' dtf v e ' < v. e^ «. ew ) \ \a v ^ otc 

•than asingle wireless access point. Thus, even assuming arguendo that an access point discloses 

< v u . s s, ,1 05 1 wnl seloses at most a ymgk s > his 

( t s \ ^ < ^ ». <. ■) it \ii t i >> 1 v - , - h c ius v 

there wn " K » ^ - i<ne e^e^pum' s ^ i nk >. ! 1 ? >. ^ s \> 

point 5 < v. > v uis wholh ur t,^ s 

! ^ ^ v > t >. i * v. s , j s rs u i lop 1 i'enio 

the "backup access points" disclosed in Bentl.ey. The secondary- access points recited in claim 24 



perat rk traffic even wht it * t < secon 

a portion of the selected network region. 

Femes ^ k ii »• -"i ^ ds „ s < op . - \v i uaoi,, 

pumai> v. w s v iU 

Bentley is dire< c < tbod ion ii backup access » s he! - n dbymode 
and vhs.cn kco,\„. - >ui\v . n \ n>^< -w cm m that an aetne t ect ^ ><s 1 s j u h u>nhas\ 
the access points of claim are used secondarily for data collection. Thus, these wireless sensors 
of claim 1 may be folly operational to transmit network data even though some may be 
*s t i , « v-. i v> i tui the v.. .aw cm.;)! One « eidmarv 

skill in the art would understand thai the terms backup and secondary, as used in this context are 
NOT synonymous. 

it- us traverse of ti e combination of the Rockwell arid Bentley 
references N dl s in 0 it provides 

e v s . s v s v. i 1 r\e^ tbe pi ] d ^ urn < \ i'oiPu s 

trovidingm: >vork secern jirp me etwork dbeca se o the rem e ess of is roaming 
\ < "p net to t 

a s <. * \ ! i X k * t K i K I Ul t t v > < i s 

Mv t s. ! i ' i 1 l i T liii t t. . ! ok 

ompora v. s v h v. t tas f ' Ik >* - si ? 

these access points. Moreover, the Office Action, has provided no reasonable motivation to 

it - ^ P 0.1 v. 1 j^-> i M ' 1 ! ( p v. "> !K 
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would even be desiral e Assignee sspeetfu y asserts that sue a comb ation is urn-van nted 
ry the disc ire ererence nselve 

her aw the aiv-^ c 01 ted wvwo:w, wo: u l w, ewh n a * - , e- K < t u u 

be withdrawn. 

& Claim 25 

Claim 25 is net obvious in viev, of Rockwell 1 id Bei i e\ x ssignee respectfu h n tf.es 

1 1 ll d W ! ! i . J \ Wk v Si 

^ihi i\ f » to ,t i tadsu ^d'^tksiu vspcv ft d 

issc st! the? p|x 5 to ixc been so effort to const e claim 25 c. - < uw 

a sch wd ' \ 11k \ ( ieai an In Light of the structuo Ik a s s csi to \ cle.n 
that both Rockwell and Bendey are wholly inapplicable to the present claim. Assignee therefore 
. e ! 1 - "V eld be withdrawn 

e. Claim 26 

v t ! sous v of Rockwell an< kn ey, 1 h> d o la 

limitati t uk tfions that the s stei processo ie "proee si 

ensors % eeonmwa tt receive acknowieagmersts Irons th« tit vrreless 

network sensors; . . .determine whether each wireless network sensor in the plurality is within the 
selected u J w ' < <> " In contrast to claim 26, neither Rockwell nor Beraiey disclose 
identifying wireless sensors in a network region from a centralized management location. 



* i 1 1 i ! ! ip v v. v v. s N 

f > m^dv v . v Jv plane can be wireless access r ^ ^ ~ s - i ' 

if v , < ! el! that discloses tl e system performs dynamic 

u cut i u i v ^ . . ( v > ! tK. I <. c ! v. •- . > , v. \ i rpLiK 

spa i iso= l v «. v. i i v. I U d v ^ ki vfin 1 \i ueh, 

Off! " C V - , So t > Si S-v M .l^M.s ^ \^ iie.H \ 

caches awa j ten. because lereisn need ! ci sr dynamic 

detrtihcatii ess points, h e v would bedh i dyi as, ic 

i ! 1 J ! v. > ? U v v *.s >. I ^ > t (.{ )i I i ! t 

ic em leaf! s 

More the > k1 confine* lature of an airplane cabin as disclosed by 
Rockwell typically lndicas.es that there would be no need fox the b ic kuj « I ek *s at cess point s of 
Bent's.*} ^ ^ ^ u 

primary and set ss points b< c e eonlint i he contemplated 

network. 

OS \ < ^ V „ S V 

etivi i ! ,t las failed s etiu 

asserts thai there is nothing within claim 26 thai refers to the secondary access point being an 
"inactive" access point only used during failure of the primary access point. In contrast, these 
access pointi s ssed se< ndari!> 1 da collection fin these iccess poii >oJ im 26 o 
' 1 ! „ < ! en though so \e n \ bedesig «ed secondary for 
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purposes of data collection for the collection agent. Thus, Assignee is unclear what application 
Bentiey has to the current claims. Beniley does not mention data collection, nor does it mention 
* k v. i i ! 1 t s h v. j st n ny 

ol, | >L i s v. v ^ed ^ Bei tics 

applicant respectfalls questions the motivation to combine Rockwell with Bentiey. 
Rockwell is o h\ elated ireiess appi ioo.-, n > ' ouh k< u b!e to 

| v v. t ! CO (OSCnC! ! 1 v L 

wood t t s v u Ln^iwjp vfluj u h mo .. i security to 

other passengers land because of the remoteness of this roaming network, tor ah practical 
purposes, if is a wired network security solution as opposed to a wireless network security 
solution) Ben es an he< Ik uxi s entirely related to pi d g rc d * 1 c i vireiess 

voa rk compon t ea r> of the active w 3 * v t nponei rob 

providing a robust wireless network. However, there is no security aspect to the primary and 
vu.nl rydesig l icse ) o s en c i sore, Bt sa ipletc 

distrbuteus e ebyeach a sp it dete nines wb he ! si ive oi erea 

e systei s v i is v omt< x d ma neat m as §h u a be 

! ucx ! v > ithekn sot heel s UselS More ver. the < «. bars 

pnmded s w t 5 v > )h i ' s o k > )k raithuhihn of an 

airboru nudes v v s oint vr.d. Recked e- no di<-ck> e t at >ack nst'tworl 

on i veo desirabh cssignec espc tfull erts that sue bin 

c s s es or these refere c *c k 
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l Claims 27-29 

Because independent claim 26 is allowable over the cited references, claims 27-29 
|v Int. . J <u ! .'I 2 t5 v. u * ib . \ i t Li- 5 t <. v ! ' v WmU ions 

^lu, i^i s ■, u V\ . e^ e\C l % i-H Mm e <„ v> e s n Use 

i tt should be immediately apparent u{ \ s si 

espeeiiuHya serts ese claims ai na iditioi * Uiowance. 



CONCLUSION 

With this response. Assignee respectfully requests immediate allowance of pending 
Crms Fk n i < <. i <. ^ i ii\ it , •> m t 

vi. *. »- s _ < ' t > A << ccount < » 
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